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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 


No. 4911. 

tg I 

The Argonxe Apartment House Company, a Corporation, 

Plaintiff in Error, 

vs. S 

i 

Myrtle M. Garrison. 


1 Municipal Court of the District of Columbja. 

Xo. A4372. | 

Myrtle M. Garrison, Plaintiff, 

vs. j 

The Argoxne Apartment House Company, a Corporation, 

Defendant. j 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: j 

Be it remembered that in the Municipal Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, at the Citv of Washington, in said Dis- 
trict, at the times hereinafter mentioned, the following 
papers were filed and proceedings had, in the abov^-entitled 
cause, to wit: ! 

j 

2 Declaration. 

(Filed October 20, 1927.) 

The plaintiff, Myrtle M. Garrison, sues the defendant, 
The Argonne Company, for that at the time of tljie griev¬ 
ances hereinafter complained of the defendant tlicp as now 
was a corporation duly organized, existing and ajcting as 
such and was operating an apartment house known as The 
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Argonno Apartment House locate 1 at 1620 Columbia Road, 
Northwest, in the City of 'Washington, District of Colum¬ 
bia: that the said plaintiff was in and upon the premises of 
Ralph P. Cousins at the request and invitation of the said 
Ralph P. Cousins, who was a lessee in a lease entered into 
by and with the defendant for the occupancy of Apartment 
814 on the eighth floor of the said Argonne Apartment for 
a term of twelve months, commencing for the same on the 
1st day of October, A. 1). 1926 and terminating on the 30th 
day of September, A. D.. 1927: that on, to wit, tin* 1st day 
of December, 1926, the defendant corporation in the opera¬ 
tion of the Argonne Apartment House, as aforesaid, had 
in their employ certain agents and servants: that certain 
electrical repairs or adjustments had become necessary in 
the apartment of Ralph P. Cousins as aforesaid: that the 
defendant through its said servants and agents assumed 
control over the repairs and entered in and upon the apart¬ 
ment of the said Ralph P. Cousins: that it then and there 
became and was the dutv of the defendant, its agents and 
servants, to exercise due and reasonable care in the con¬ 
duct of the repairs and to carry out the repairs with due 
consideration for the safety and protection of 1 he health 
and property of the lessee and the plaintiff, who was the 
lessee's guest. Nevertheless disregarding its duty in that 
respect, the defendant by its agents and servants did then 
and there carelessly and negligently employ an employee, 
servant or agent who was incompetent and dishonest and 
did then and there send the said employee, servant or 
agent to the private apartment of the said Ralph P. 
3 Cousins for the purpose of the said electrical repairs: 

that the said employee, servant or agent did then and 
there and during the repairs cause the room to be in much 
disorder and did gain possession of and remove certain 
valuable articles of jewelry, to wit, one diamond engage¬ 
ment ring, one miniature West Point ring and bar pin; 
that by reason of the aforesaid the plaintiff suffered a loss 
in the sum of $685.00, the value of the articles stolen; that 
if the said defendant, its agents, servants or employees had 
used reasonable and due care in the employment of their 
help and in the conduct of the repair work, the loss would 
not have occurred. 
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Wherefore the plaintiff brings this suit and claims dam¬ 
ages of the defendant in the sum of $685.00, besijdes costs. 

FISCHER and FISCHER, 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 

Plea. ! 

I 

J 

(Filed November 3, 1927.) \ 

j 

1. Comes now the defendant by its attorney, Chapin B. 
Bauman, and for a plea to the plaintiff’s declaration filed 
herein says that it is not guilty in manner and form as in 
said declaration alleged. 

2. For a second and further plea to the plaintiff’s declara¬ 
tion defendant says that the loss, if any, sustained by the 
plaintiff* was due to the plaintiff’s own contributory negli¬ 
gence. 

CHAPIN B. BAUMAN, 
Attorney for Defendant. 

I 

4 Copy. 

Submitted, Mav 15, 1928. 

NATHAN* CAYTOX, | 

Judge. \ 

In the Municipal Court of the District of Colombia. 

| 

Myrtle M. Garrison, Plaintiff, 

vs. ! 

The Argonne Apartment House Company, a corporation, 

Defendant. 

I 

At Law No. A4370. j 

j 

Bill of Exceptions. 

j 

j 

Be it remembered that, the above entitled cause jcame on 
for hearing on the 9th day of March A. D. 1928, before the 
Honorable Nathan Cayton, one of the Judges of the Muni¬ 
cipal Court of the District of Columbia, and a Jujry regu¬ 
larly impaneled and sworn to try the issues pending be¬ 
tween the plaintiff and the defendant. 
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Whereupon the plaintiff, to maintain the issues upon her 
part joined, testified in her own behalf, that her name was 
Myrtle M. Garrison, and that she was the plaintiff: that 
the last part of the month of November 1926 she was spend¬ 
ing a few days as a guest of Mr. and Mrs. Kalpli P. Cousins, 
in Apartment Xo. 814, The Argonne Apartment, owned 
and operated by the defendant; that on December 1, 1926, 
Mrs. Cousins requested the Manager of said apartment to 
install an electric socket in the baseboard of the bedroom 
of her apartment; that about 1:30 or 2:00 o’clock in the 
afternoon of December 1, 1926, the defendant sent two 
colored men to the apartment to do this work; that one 
of these colored men was an old employee of the defend¬ 
ant whom witness and Mrs. Cousins had often seen 
5 around the apartment and knew to be trustworthy 
and that the other colored man was a stranger whom 
she had not seen about the apartment before. That when 
the men came to the apartment, witness and Mrs. Cousins 
were both in the bedroom: that Mrs. Cousins let the men 
in and showed them into the bedroom and pointed out to 
them the work she desired done: that both witness and 
Mrs. Cousins then retired to the living room of the apart¬ 
ment: that in about fifteen minutes, Jackson, the old em¬ 
ployee of the defendant, left the apartment, leaving John¬ 
son, the new man, in the bedroom alone, that about 3:30 
o’clock P. M. Johnson left and that when witness and 
Mrs. Cousins again went into the bedroom they discovered 
that her jewelry, consisting of a diamond engagement ring, 
a minature West Point ring and a bar pin. which she had 
left lying on top of the chifforobe, was missing: that the 
electrical work had not been finished and the mechanic’s 
tools were Iving around the floor. Witness further testi- 
tied that the diamond ring consisted of a center stone of 

about one and one-half carats surrounded bv fourteen stone 

* 

of about one-quarter carat each. 

On cross examination witness admitted that she knew 
that one of the two colored men was an old trusted em¬ 
ployee of the defendant company and that the other one was 
a new man: that she saw the old employee when he left 
and knew that the new man was in the bedroom bv him- 

I * 

self. Witness further testified on cross examination that 
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she could not see from the living room into the bedroom 
but could see the door that opened from the apartment 
into the corridor through which the two men left; that she 
had placed the jewelry on the top of the chijfforobe the 
night before and had not seen it since. 

6 Thereupon, to further maintain the issues on her 

part joined, the plaintiff called as a witness Ralph 
P. Cousins, who testified as follows: That he whs a tenant 
of Apartment 814, the Argonnc Apartment, iii| November 
and December, 1926, under a lease of said apartment, which 
lease was offered in evidence over the objection of the de¬ 
fendant and contained a clause to the following effect: 

“That lie will allow said party hereto of the first part, 
their attorney or agent to have access to the sa d premises 
at any and all times for the purpose of protection in case 
of fire, breakage of pipes or for purposes of inspecting the 
same, and the said party of the second part covenants and 
agrees that if at anv time during Ihe tenauev hereby ere- 
ated any repairs shall become necessary to thej apartment 
hereby leased or in any part of said building which shall 
necessitate entering the apartment hereby leased for the 
purposes of making such repairs permission for such pur¬ 
poses is hereby given.” 

Defendant waived formal proof of the execution of said 
lease but objected to the same on the grounds that it was 
immaterial and irrelevant to the issues and that the pur- 
pose for which the colored men were in the apartment was 
not in excercise of any right under said lease jbut at the 
request of Mrs. Cousins, the wife of the tenant,| and while 
she was in tlie apartment. Defendant then aiujl there ex¬ 
cepted to the rule of the Court in admitting sajid lease in 
evidence which said exception was duly allowed.! 

Thereupon, to further maintain the issues op her part 
joined, plaintiff called as a witness Mrs. Ralph P. Cousins, 
who testified as follows: That she was the wife of Ralph 
P. Cousins, the tenant of said apartment 814, The Argonne 
Apartment: that the plaintiff, Mrs. Myrtle M.j Garrison, 
was her guest for a few days the latter part of!November 
and the first part of December 1926; that on December 1, 
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1026, slie requested the Manager of said apartment 

7 to install an electric socket in the baseboard of the 
bedroom of her apartment: that in the early after¬ 
noon of said dav the defendant sent two colored men to her 

•» 

apartment to do this work; that she let the colored men 
into the apartment and took them to her bedroom and 
showed them the work she desired done: that the plain¬ 
tiff was in the bedroom at the time and when the two 
colored men started to work the plaintiff and witness left 
the bedroom and went into the living room. That she 
recognized one of the colored men, whose name was Jack- 
son, as an old employee of the defendant company whom 
she had often seen around the apartment house and knew 
to be thoroughly reliable: that the other colored man 
was a stranger whom she had never seen before; that 
after the men had been in the bedroom working for a 
short while, Jackson, the old employee, left the apart¬ 
ment leaving Johnson, the new man, in the bedroom by 
himself: that half an hour or so later the new man also 
left the apartment; that when the witness and Mrs. Garri¬ 
son went into the bedroom a short while later. Mrs. Garri¬ 
son discovered that her jewelry was missing. Witness fur¬ 
ther testified that a Mr. Wood, the resident Manager of 
the defendant Company met her the day following the 
plaintiff’s loss and stated that he was sorry about Mrs. 
Garrison’s loss and would do all he could to find the man 
who took the jewelry and that Jackson bad been instructed 
to stay with the new man. 

On cross examination witness testified that she instructed 
the two colored men when they first came to her apartment 
where to place the electric socket; that the place that she 
designated was right along side of the chifforobe, on the top 
of which was the plaintiff's jewelry; that she knew that 
Jackson had been with the defendant company for a long 
time and that the other man, whose name subsequently 
turned out to be Johnson, was a new man, and that she had 
never seen him around the apartment before: that both 
witness and the plaintiff knew that Jackson had left the 
apartment and had left Johnson in the bedroom by 

8 himself: that she had valuable jewelry of her own 
in the drawers of her dresser which was in the bed¬ 
room and that the drawers were unlocked and that none 
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of her jewelry was disturbed; that the only things missing 
from the apartment was the jewelry which was lying on 
the top of the ehifforobe. 

Thereupon, to further maintain the issues on her part 
joined, the plaintiff called as a witness Frank |A. Varney, 
who testified as follows: That he was a detecjtive on the 
Metropolitan Police Force; that about seven o’clock in 
the evening of December 1, 1926, Ire was sent toj investigate 
a reported robbery at the Argonne Apartment House; that 
his investigation disclosed that a theft of some jewelry had 
occurred at Apartment 814 in said Argonne Apartment 
House: that the coat belonging to an employe^ of the de¬ 
fendant company, which employee had been doing work in 
said apartment the afternoon of December 1st, was found 
in the basement of the apartment: that this coat contained 
a letter addressed to the employee at the District Jail; 
that lie investigated the employee’s police record and found 
that he had pleaded guilty to a charge of intojxication in 
the Police Court of Ihe District of Columbia onj November 
1, 1926, and had been sentenced to pay a fine of! $15.00 and 
in default, to be committed to the Washington Asylum and 
Jail fora term of fifteen days and that in default |of the pay¬ 
ment of the fine he had been committed: that I previously 
he had resided with his mother and sister in this Citv. 

Thereupon, to further maintain the issues oiji her part 
joined, the plaintiff called as a witness William H. Garri¬ 
son, Jr., who testified as follows: That he was the husband 
of the plaintiff: that he gave plaintiff the jewelryj which had 
been stolen: that the center stone of the diamond ring had 
been given to him by his mother and that Ijie had had 
9 it reset for the plaintiff at a cost of $.‘>00.00 in 1916. 

Witness also testified as to the value of; the West 
Point ring and bar pin. That he called at Aparitment 814, 
The Argonne Apartment, for the plaintiff shortly after 
the robbery was discovered and that he requested of Mr. 
Reed the name of the employee, but that Mr. Reecjl could not 
furnish the name to him stating that Mr. Wood,!the mana¬ 
ger of the apartment, had the same but was fiot on the 
premises at that time. Tt was not until later in t}ie evening 
when Detective Varney arrived that the employee’s name 
was obtained. 


I 

i 
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Thereupon, to further m;iintu!:i the issues on her part 
joined, the plaintiff called as a witness Alvin Hoffa, who 
qualified as an expert witness on diamonds and jewelry, and 
testified to the value of the jewelry as it was described to 
him. 

Thereupon, to further maintain the issues on her part 
joined, the plaintiff called as a witness Stacy M. Reed, who 
testified that he was the Treasurer of the defendant Com¬ 
pany; that sometime the latter part of the month of Novem¬ 
ber, 1926, a fire occurred at the defendant apartment house 
causing damage to part of their awnings; that this fire 
necessitated the employment of some additional help; that 
an ad was inserted in a local paper and that the applicants 
were interviewed by the witness; that all of the applicants 
were required to exhibit written references and that John¬ 
son furnished at least two or three of such references, which 
were on business letterhead and which appeared to be all 
right, and after talking to Johnson lie sent him to work, 
together with three other applicants, at the apart- 
10 ment house, that he did not phone or make any at¬ 
tempt to get in touch with or interview the parties 
who were supposed to have signed the letters of recom¬ 
mendation which Johnson exhibited to see if they were for¬ 
geries or whether there was anything further to lie ascer¬ 
tained regarding the honesty and ability of the employee 
in question; that the references appeared to be all right or 
he would not have employed Johnson; that witness told 
Mr. Wood, the resident manager of apartment house to 
observe the conduct of the men which lie was sending him 
with a view to employing one of them permanently. 

Thereupon the plaintiff announced her case closed. 

Whereupon, the defendant, by its Counsel, moved the 
Court on the evidence offered by the plaintiff to direct a 
verdict for the defendant on the grounds that the plaintiff 
had not proved a cause of action against the defendant, 
that there had been no proof of negligence on the part of 
tlie defendant, and that the plaintiff was guilty of negli¬ 
gence as a matter of law, and that it was the plaintiff’s 
negligence which was the proximate cause of the loss. This 
motion the Court overruled and allowed the defendant 
an exception which was duly entered on the minutes of the 
Court. 
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Thereupon the defendant, to maintain tlid issues on its 
part joined, called as a witness Harry Wood, who testi¬ 
fied that in November and December, 1926, he was the resi¬ 
dent Manager of the Argonne Apartment; that sometime 
ihc latter part of November, 1926, a fire occurred in the 
basement of said apartment, which necessitated the employ¬ 
ment of some extra help: that four men were sent to him 
by Mr. Heed, the Treasurer of the defendant company; that 
he was instructed to observe the work; of these men 
11 with a view to employing one of them jpermanently; 

that after four or five days he assigned Johnson as 
helper to the electrician; that he recalled ipeeting Mrs. 
Cousins the day after the theft in the lobby of the apart¬ 
ment house and expressed to her his regret that Mrs. Gar¬ 
rison had loss her jewelry, but denied that jhe told Mrs. 
Cousins that he had instructed Jackson, the electrician, to 

stav with the man Johnson. On cross examination the wit- 
w | 

ness testified that he had not been in a position to observe 
the honesty of the employee in question. j 

Thereupon the defendant, to further maintain the issues 
on its part joined, called as a witness Stacy M. Reed, who 
again took the stand and testified to the mamlier in which 
Johnson was employed. He further testified tlijit he did not 
know of Johnson’s pleading guilty to a cliargejof intoxica¬ 
tion until after the loss had occurred. | 

i 

j 

Thereupon the defendant announced its easel closed, and 
the plaintiff offering no rebuttal the defendant ajgain moved 
the Court to direct a verdict in its favor oii the whole 
evidence, which motion the Court overruled and allowed 
the defendant an exception. j 

Counsel for the plaintiff requested the following prayer, 
which was granted: i 

I 

Plaintiff’s Prayer No. 1. 

I 

j 

The jury are instructed as a matter of law, that if they 
believe from the evidence that a theft or other tortious act 
occurred through the act of the servant or employee of the 
defendant, and that the defendant was guiltjt of negli¬ 
gence in selecting and hiring the particular servant or em¬ 
ployee to enter into and work in the apartment^ leased to 
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the defendant’s tenants, then they shall bring in a verdict 
for the plaintiff. 

Counsel for defendant also asked the Court to grant de¬ 
fendant ’s prayer as follows: 

Defendant’s Prayer No. 1. 

The Jury are instructed to return their verdict in favor 
of the defendant. 

12 The Court refused defendant’s prayer Xo. 1 to 
which ruling of the Court defendant duly excepted 
and said exception was duly entered on the minutes of the 
Court. 

"Whereupon, the defendant then offered the following 
prayers which were granted by the Court: 

Defendant’s Prayer No. 2. 


The Jurv are instructed as a matter of law that the de- 
fendant is not an insurer, nor is the defendant liable for 
the thefts or other tort-ous acts of its servants or em¬ 
ployees, unless the same are committed in furtherance of 
the defendant’s business, and therefore, in order to find 
for the plaintiff you must find from all of the evidence that 
the defendant was guilty of negligence in selecting the par¬ 
ticular servant or employee who stole the plaintiff’s jew¬ 
elry, and in determining the question of negligence you are 
further instructed that negligence in this case must con¬ 
sist in the failure of the defendant to use that degree of 


care in the selection of its servant or employee which a 


reasonably prudent man would have exercised under the 


same or similar circumstances. 


Defendant’s Prayer No. 3. 

The Jury are instructed as a matter of law that even 
though you find from all the facts in evidence that the de¬ 
fendant was guilty of negligence, nevertheless, if you find 
that the plaintiff was also guilty of negligence and that the 
loss would not have occurred but for the plaintiff’s negli¬ 
gence, then your verdict shall be for the defendant. And 
in determining the question of the plaintiff’s negligence it 
is for you to decide whether the plaintiff used that degree 
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of care that a reasonabl/y prudent person wpuld have used 
under the same or similar circumstances. 

Defendant’s Prayer No. 5. 

j 

The Jury are instructed that if you come to consider the 
question of damages you are not hound to ajccept the esti¬ 
mate of value fixed by the plaintiff’s witnesses, even though 
uncontradicted, but have the right to determine the weight 
and force of all the evidence by your own general knowledge 
of the subject of inquiry. 

Defendant’s Prayer No. 6. | 

I 

I 

I 

The Jury are instructed as a matter of lawj that the bur¬ 
den of proving negligence is on the plaintiff. 

I 

And the Court further charged the Jury gener¬ 
ic ally upon the law governing the case and upon the 
burden of proof and other elements in j the case, and 
counsel for both parties announced that they] were content 
with the general charge of the Court to the]Jury. 

Whereupon the case was submitted to the Jury which 
brought in a verdict in favor of the plaintiff for fhe full 
amount claimed, to wit, for the sum of Six Hundred and 
Kighty-five (685) Dollars. J 

And be it further remembered, that in due lime, and be¬ 
fore judgment was entered in this cause, tlje defendant, 
through its counsel, filed a motion for a new trial, which 
motion was, after argument by counsel for tljie respective 
parlies, overruled and a judgment entered for the plain¬ 
tiff, to which judgment the defendant duly excepted and 
noted an appeal. 

And be it further remembered, that the foregoing com¬ 
prises all the evidence and proceedings in the‘trial of said 
cause, and that each of the several exception^ namd were 
separately and severally taken and allowed by the Court, 
and so noted on the minutes of the Court, anjd at the re¬ 
quest of counsel for the defendant, this bill ojf exceptions 
having been submitted to the Court in duplicate on the 
15th day of May A. D. 1928, is signed and sealed and made 
a part of the record in this cause, now for them. 
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Witness mv 
A. D. 1929. 


lilancl and seal tl's 3rd day of January, 


NATHAN CAYTOX, 

Judge, Municipal Court of the District of Columbia. 

Service of a copy of the foregoing Bill of Exceptions and 
notice of submission for settlement acknowledged this — 
day of May A. D. 1928. 


Attorney for Plaintiff. 
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Motion to Extend Time in Which to Submit Bill 

Exceptions. 



(Min. 33. Page 327, April 23, 1928.) 


Upon motion of defendant filed herein, it is by the Court 
ordered that the time within which to submit the bill of Ex¬ 
ceptions in the above-entitled cause be, and the same is 
hereby extended to and including May 17, 1928. 


##••••• 


Verdict. 


(Min. 33, Page 143, January 31, 1928.) 

Come now the parties hereto and a jury of good and 
lawful men of this District, to wit: Aug. P. Powell, Daniel 
S. Paton, Edward L. Mooney. Walter B. Quidley, Walter 
K. Sacks, Marshall Orme Exnicios, Clifford M. Stoy, Rob¬ 
ert 0. Saunders, Carl M. McCullins, Ernest B. Stevens, 
Allan M. Sheekels, Ferdinand J. Slagle, who are duly sworn 
to well and truly try the matters of difference between the 
plaintiff and defendant herein, and after this cause is given 
to the jury in charge, they upon their oath say they find in 
favor of the plaintiff in the sum of Six Hundred Eighty- 
five Dollars, ($685.00). 


Judgment. 

(Min. 33, Page 182, March 9, 1928.) 

Come now the parties hereto by their respective attor¬ 
neys and upon consideration of defendants motion filed 
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herein for a New Trial, it is ordered that said motion be and 
the same is hereby overruled. j 

Further, it appearing- under Rule of Courit that judg¬ 
ment on the verdict in this cause should be Qntered, it is 
so ordered, wherefore it is considered that plaintiff re¬ 
cover of defendant the sum of Six Hundred Eighty-five 
Dollars, ($685.00) with interest from date and costs, and 
have execution thereof. ! 

i 

15 Assignment of Errors. j 

(Filed May 2, 1928.) j 

The Court erred: j 

1. In Overruling the defendant’s motion foij a directed 
verdict in its favor at the close of the plaintiff’s case. 

2. In overruling defendant’s motion for a directed ver¬ 

dict in its favor at the close of plaintiff’s casi, for that: 
(a) The plaintiff had not proved a cause of action against 
the defendant, (5) The plaintiff failed to prove! any negli¬ 
gence on the part of the defendant, and (c) Tl|ie plaintiff 
was guilty of negligence as a matter of law, and! it was the 
plaintiff’s negligence which was the proximate c^use of the 
loss. j 

3. In overruling the defendant’s motion for a directed 
verdict in its favor on the whole evidence. j 

4. In overruling the defendant’s motion for p directed 

verdict in its favor on the whole evidence, for that: (a) 
It did not prove a cause of action against the defendant, 
(5) As a matter of law it did not establish any negligence 
on the part of the defendant, and (c) The evidence showed 
the plaintiff to be guilty of contributory negligence as a 
matter of law. j 

5. In refusing defendant’s prayer for instructions to the 

Jury No. 1. i 

(i. In admitting in evidence, over the objection jof defen¬ 
dant, the lease between Ralph P. Cousins and the defendant. 

7. In other respects apparent of record. j 

CHAPIN B. BAUMAN, 

Attorney for Defendant. 

Service of copy of the above acknowledged this j 2nd day 
of Mav, A. D., 1928. 

FISCHER and FISCHER, 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 

1 

| 

i 

1 
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16 Designation. 

(Filed May 15, 1928.) 

Now comes the defendant and designates the following to 
constitute the record on the writ of error issued by the 
Court of Appeals in the above entitled cause: 

One. Plaintiff’s declaration. 

Two. Defendant’s plea. 

Three. Bill of Exceptions. 

Four. Memorandum extending time for submission of 
Bill of Exceptions. 

Five. Memorandum of verdict. 

Six. Judgment for plaintiff. 

Seven. Assignment of errors. 

Plight. This designation. 

CHAPIN B. BAUMAN, 
Attorney for Defendant . 

Service of a copy of the above designation acknowledged 
this — day of May, A. D., 1928. 


Attorney for Plaintiff. 

17 Municipal Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I, Blanche Neff, Clerk of the Municipal Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages, num¬ 
bered from 1 to 17, both inclusive, to be a true and correct 
transcript of the record, according to direction of counsel 
herein filed, copy of which is made part of this transcript, 
in Cause, At Law. No. A-4372, wherein Myrtle M. Garrison 
is plaintiff, and The Argonne Apartment House Company, 
a corporation, is defendant, as the same that remains upon 
the files and of record in said Court. 

In testimony whereof, 1 hereunto subscribe my name and 
affix the seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, 
in said District, this 21st day of January, 1929. 

[Seal Municipal Court of the District of Columbia.] 

BLANCHE NEFF, 

Clerk. 
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18 Filed Apr. 11, 1928, Municipal Couirt, 

District of Columbia. j 

United States of America, ss: | 

The President of the United States to thej Honorable 
Nathan Cayton, Judge of the Municipal Court of the 
District of Columbia, Greeting: ' 

I 

Because in the record and proceedings, as jalso in the 
rendition of the judgment of a plea which is in the said Mu¬ 
nicipal Court, before you, between Myrtle Mi. Garrison, 
Plaintiff, and The Argonnc Apartment House jCo., a cor¬ 
poration. Defendant, No. A-4372, a manifest errdr hath hap¬ 
pened, to the great damage of the said Defendant, as by its 


complaint appears. We being willing that erfor, if any 
hath been, should be duly corrected, and full hod speedy 
justice done to the parties aforesaid in this behallf, do com¬ 
mand you, if judgment be therein given, that then, under 
your seal, distinctly and openly, you send the record and 
proceedings aforesaid, with all things concerning the same, 
to the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, to¬ 
gether with this writ, so that you have the same In the said 
Court of Appeals, at Washington, within 20 days from the 
settling of the bill of exceptions, or within such additional 
time after the expiration of the 20 days as the ccjurt below 
or a judge thereof for sufficient cause shall allowl; that the 
record and proceedings aforesaid being inspected!, the said 
Court of Appeals may cause further to be done therein to 
correct that error, what of right and according toj the laws 
and customs of the United States should be dope. 

Witness the Honorable George E. Martin, Chief Justice 
of the said Court of Appeals, the lltli day of April, in the 
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and twenty- 
eight. | 

[Seal Court of Appeals, District of Columbia.] 

HENRY W. HODGES, j 
Clerk of the Court of Appeals 

of the District of Columbia. 

Allowed by ! 

GEORGE E. MARTIN, j 

Chief Justice of the Court of i 

Appeals of the District of Columbia ; 







16 


ARG0XXE APARTMENT HOUSE CO. VS. GARRISON. 


[Endorsed:] Filed Apr. 11, 192 12 , Municipal Court Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia. 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Municipal 
Court. Xo. 4911. The Argonne Apartment House Com¬ 
pany, a corporation, plaintiff in error, vs. Myrtle M. Garri¬ 
son. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Jan. 
21, 1929. Henry \V. llodges, clerk. 
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